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DETAILED ACTION 

This is the initial office action based on the application filed on October 31, 2006. 
Priority date that has been considered for this application is September 30, 2003. 
Claims 1-21 are currently pending and have been considered below. 

Claim Rejections * 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, macliine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

1 . Claims 11-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention 
is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

- Claim 11 recites a computer program product, tangibly embodied in an information 
carrier as the claimed subject matter. However, The disclosure explicitly states an 
information carrier can be "a machine-readable storage device" or "a propagated signer 
on page 8, lines 4-6. 

A product is a tangible physical article or object, some form of matter, which a signal is 
not. That the other product classes, machine and composition of matter, require 
physical matter is evidence that a manufacture was also intended to require physical 
matter. A signal, a form of energy, does not fall within either of the two definitions of 
manufacture. Thus, a signal does not fall within one of the four statutory classes of 
U.S.C. 101 . (See Interim Guidelines for Examination of Patent Applications for Patent 
Subject Matter Eligibility (See Interim Guidelines for Examination of Patent Applications 
for Patent Subject Matter Eligibility (OG Cite: 1300 OG142), Annex IV(c)). 
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In the principle of compact prosecution. Examiner anticipates the claim will be amended 
to become statutory claim as such "...A computer program product, tangibly embodies in 
[an information carrier] a computer-readable storage device ..." 

Claims 12-20 : are dependent claims of claim 1 1 . These claims all fail to render the 
non-statutory claimed subject matter of their parent claim(s) (a computer product) 
statutory. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 10 and 20 recite the limitation "generate a second language-dependent 
program from the language-degendent description". There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. Taken the context of the claims and specification 
into consideration, The Examiner assumes the phrase above is meant to be "generate a 
second language-dependent program from the lanauaae- independent description" for 
further claim analysis under 35 U.S.C. 102 and 103. 
Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described In a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent In the United States. 

3. Claims 1 - 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
DeMaster (US 6,066,181). 
- Claim 1 

DeMaster discloses a method for validating programs, the method comprising: 

• receiving a language-independent description of a computer program, the language- 
independent description comprising a definition module arid an implementation module; 
(Fig. 1 , item 142 and associated text - "IDL file"; 

Page 4: lines 18-50; "...the programmer initially generates a native interface definition, 
that preferably uses a neutral Interface Definition Language (IDL) to describe native 
code components, namely the functions, data structures..." 

Page 7: lines 31-41; "An IDL specification consists of one or more module definitions, 
interface definitions, constant definitions or type definitions...") 

• validating the language-independent description; 

(Fig. 3, page 5: lines 62 - 66; "...the code generator process reads and parses the user- 
defined native interface definition...") 

• generating a language-dependent program fiom the language-independent 
description, the language-dependent program comprising an interface and a class; and 
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(Fig. 1, item 124 and associated text - "Native Code"; 

Page 4: lines 51 - 63; "The Java native interface code generator ...generates Java 
Classes and data conversion code stubs...") 

• validating the language-dependent program. 

(Page 5: lines 55 - 59; "...in order to compile and execute the Java code and native 
code, the workstation preferably includes the Java Developer's Kit and a native code 
compiler...") 

- Claim 2 . 

DeMaster discloses the method of claim 1, 

• wherein validating the language-independent description comprises validating the 
syntax of the definition module and the implementation module. 

(Page 6: lines 15-18; "...the user interface initially reads and parses the user-derived 
native interface definition ...to generate mappings for everything in the parse tree.") 

Claim 3 . 

DeMaster discloses the method of claim 1, 

• wherein validating the language-dependent program comphses compiling the interface 
and the class. 

(Page 7: lines 12 - 16; "...the generated Java classes ...as well as the Java application 
program is compiled with JDK, while the data conversion code stubs ...are compiled into 
a Dynamic Linked Library (DLL)...") 

- Claim 4. 
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DeMaster discloses the method of claim 1 , 

• wherein the definition module and the implementation module are represented in a 
meta-language or using a tree structure. 

(Fig. 3, page 4: lines 51 - 63; "The Java native interface code generator ...generates 
Java Classes and data conversion code stubs..;") 

~ Claim 5 . 

DeMaster discloses a method for validating programs, the method comprising: 

• receiving a language-independent description of a computer program, the language- 
independent description comprising a definition module and an implementation module; 
(Fig. 1 , item 142 and associated text - "IDL file"; 

Page 4: lines 18 - 50; "...the programmer initially generates a native interface definition, 
that preferably uses a neutral Interface Definition Language (IDL) to describe native 
code components, namely the functions, data structures..." 

Page 7: lines 31-41; "An IDL specification consists of one or more module definitions, 
interface definitions, constant definitions or type definitions...") 

• validating the language-independent description; 

(Fig. 3, page 5: lines 62 - 66; "...the code generator process reads and parses the user- 
defined native interface definition...") 

• generating a language-dependent program from the language-independent 
description, the language-dependent program comprising a script code section; and 
(Fig. 1, item 124 and associated text - "Native Code"; 
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Page 4: lines 51 - 63; "The Java native interface code generator ...generates Java 
Classes and data conversion code stubs...") 

• validating tiie language-dependent program. 

(Page 5: lines 55 - 59; "...in order to compile and execute the Java code and native 
code, the workstation preferably includes the Java Developer's Kit and a native code 
compiler...") 

- Claim 6 . 

DeMaster discloses the method of claim 5, wherein validating the language-dependent 
program comprises: 

• extracting language elements from the script code section; and ^ 

• comparing the extracted language elements with the definition module. 

(Fig. 3, page 5: lines 9 - 16; "The data conversion code stubs (JNI code) convert and 
maps the native data and functions between the native language and Java." Page 7: 
lines 12-16; "...the data conversion code stubs (JNI functions) ...are compiled into a 
Dynamic Linked Library (DLL)...") 

- Claim 7 . 

DeMaster discloses the method of claim 6, 

• wherein extracting language elements comprises generating a symbol table from the 
script code section. 

(When the data conversion code stubs are compiled into a library, symbol table must 
inherently be built from the code during compilation.) 
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-- Claim 8 . 

DeMaster discloses the method of claim 5, 

• wherein generating the language-dependent program comprises generating language- 
dependent code comprising an interface and a class. 

(Page 7: lines 12-16; "...the generated Java classes ...as well as the Java application 
program is compiled with JDK, while the data conversion code stubs ...are compiled into 
a Dynamic Linked Library (DLL)...") 

- Claim 9 . 

DeMaster discloses the method of claim 5, wherein validating the language-dependent 
program comprises: 

• extracting language elements from the schpt code section; 

• comparing the extracted language elements with the definition module; 

(Fig. 3, page 5: lines 9 - 16; "The data conversion code stubs (JNI code) convert and 
maps the native data and functions between the native language and Java." Page 7: 
lines 12-16; "...the data conversion code stubs (JNI functions) ...are compiled into a 
Dynamic Linked Library (DLL)...") 

• generating language-dependent code comprising an interface and a class; and 
(Page 7: lines 12-16; "...the generated Java classes ...as well as the Java application 
program is compiled with JDK, while the data conversion code stubs ...are compiled into 
a Dynamic Linked Library (DLL)...") 

• compiling the interface.and the class. 
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(Page 7: lines 12-16; "...the generated Java classes ...as well as the Java application 
program is compiled with JDK, while the data. conversion code stubs ...are compiled into 
a Dynamic Linked Library (DLL)...") 

- Claim 10 . 

DeMaster discloses a method for validating programs, the method comprising: 

• receiving a language-independent description of a computer program, the language- 
independent description comprising a definition module and an implementation module; 
(Fig. 1 , item 142 and associated text - "IDL file"; 

Page 4: lines 18-50; "...the programmer initially generates a native interface definition, 
that preferably uses a neutral Interface Definition Language (IDL) to describe native 
code components, namely the functions, data structures..." 

Page 7: lines 31-41; "An IDL specification consists of one or more module definitions, 
interface definitions, constant definitions or type definitions...") 

• validating the language-independent description; 

(Fig. 3, page 5: lines 62 - 66; "...the code generator process reads and parses the user- 
defined native interface definition...") 

• generating a first language-dependent program from the language-independent 
description, the first language-dependent program comprising a first script code section; 
(Fig. 1, item 124 and associated text - "Native Code"; 

Page 4: lines 51 - 63; "The Java native interface code generator ...generates Java 
Classes and data conversion code stubs...") 



Application/Control Number: 10/676,825 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2192 

• generating a second language-dependent program from the language-dependent 
description, ttie second language-dependent program comprising a second script code 
section of a distinct, second l<ind\ 

(Fig. 1 item 128 - "Data Conversion Code Stubs"; 

Page 5: lines 10-16; "Tlie data conversion code stubs (JNI code) convert and maps 
the native data and functions between the native language and Java." Page 2: lines 5 - 
10; "...native code programmed in a native language, such as C, C++ or Assembly....") 

• extracting a first set of language elements from the first script code section; 
(Fig. 10B and associated text; "The Java class for JmuddStructTesf.) 

• extracting a second set of language elements from the second script code section] 
and 

(Fig. IOC and associated text; "The data conversion code stubs for the 
JmuddStructTest class.) 

• comparing the first set of language elements and the second set of language elements 
with the definition module. 

(Fig. 3, page 5: lines 9 - 16; "The data conversion code stubs (JNI code) convert and 
maps the native data and functions between the native language and Java." Page 7: 
lines 12 - 16; "...the data conversion code stubs (JNI functions) ...are compiled into a 
Dynamic Linked Library (DLL)...") 

- Claims 11-19 : are computer product claims for performing a method corresponding to 
the method of claims 1 - 9, respectively; Therefore, claims 1 1 - 19 are rejected for the 
same reason set forth in connection to the rejection of claims 1-9 above, respectively. 
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- Claim 20 : is a computer product claim for performing a method corresponding to the 
method of claim 10. Therefore, claim 20 is rejected for the same reason set forth in 
connection to the rejection of claim 10 above. 

- Claim 21 : 

Examiner's Note: it appears that the Applicant is attempting to invoke 35 U.S.C. 112, 6*^ 
paragraph, with the use of means-plus-function language in claim 21. The specification does 
not provide any specific or special physical structure(s) for the features that could be read into 
the claim to limit the scope of the means to perform the claimed functions. The specification, 
however, discloses that all the "means for"' receiving, generating, and validating can be 
performed by "a general or special purpose microprocessor" or "special logic circuitry, e.g., an 
FPGA, or an ASIC" (page 8: line 15 - page 9: Iine5). Therefore. Examiner considers the system 
of claim 21 to be a computer system containing a microprocessor and/or FPGA/ASIC for 
performing the method similar to that of claim 1 . 

DeMaster discloses an apparatus (Fig. 2. item 200 and associated text - "developer's 
workstation") for performing a method corresponding to the method of claim 1 . 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thai Van Pham whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1064. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday, 9am - 5pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam can be reached on (571) 272-3695. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toil-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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